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One of the most frequently cited complain

higher education is that there is such a scarcity of empirical r- eh on coi-

loge faculty and on colleges and univors les as functioning organizations. It

is often claimed that professor have eagerly embraced the study of virtually

everything but themselves and the institutions of which they are a part. Even

in the recent surge of interest about high- education me st of the work that has

been done has been concerned with student protest rather thin with the institu-

tions or the people who operate them. It takes only a cursory review of the

literature to support this complaint.

It is true however. that the situation

litArat A on Am - 'enn

0 mange.

a growing body of research appearing in monographs and articles which is focused

upon one or another aspect of higher education as An organization. At the level

of maJor, large-scale research the series of studies issued by the Carnegie

Foundation stands out in its concern with the institutional facets of colleges

andUniversiti s. In addition, others outside of the Carnegie Foundation

realm have been making significant and sti;rulating contributions- Names which

come immediately to mind in this respect are David Riosman Christopher Jencks.

and Edward Gross, although others could also be cited.

Studies of faculty are still less prevalent in the Two very

large -scale studies are now in process iniut only a little data has been publish-

ed from these to date. Specifically, these are studies done by Martin Trove and

Seymour Upset in the one case, and by Talc°tt Parsons in the other. Both

err interested in providing thorough and detailed analyses of faculty characte-

istics, and when they completed each will undoubtably be a very important

contribution to our knowledge. At the moment, though, the researcher exploring

a problem having to do with faculty is usually hard pressed to find much by way

of prior work upon which to build,
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These sts'Lc r onto should not lead one to the conclusion

littler aturr on professors or college

Journal dealing with higher education abound with

and colleges, but almost all of th

Quite the r

t faculty

ntati ons tare statements f opinio

belief, or unsystematic obsorvatiori. The central problem is not one of a lack

of interest or willingness to comment, but ratl ono of a relative absence of

ntific empirical study.

One ©f the lines of anEalysis that is emerging on faculty is that addressed

to the problems of faculty cultures. That is, some of the present work that is

being conducted has taken as a starting point the ides that faculty are not a

unitary group. This point was cogently brought forth by C.F. Stow in his

germinal discussions of the "two cultures." Partially drawing upon his personal

experiences and partially from his observations of friends and colleagues, Snow

contended that an important and widening breach was developing between the

sciences and the humanities. In Snow's view this separation was unfortunate,

but at the same time very real and increasingly important. Without pursuing

these points here suffice it to say that Snow brought to the open an issue

which has stimulated empirical research on faculty.

Another scholar who emphasized the fact that major differences ex

among college instructors was Alvin Gouldner. Using survey techniques in the

context of a midwestern college Gouldner documented the existence of m

differences among professors in terms of their orientations to their academic

disciplines and their colleges. To employ Gouldner faculties consist

of persons with "local ", "cosmopolitan", or intermediate commitments, The

locals were those who saw their prime interests alliend with those of the school,

while cosmopolitans were those whose main attachments were to their discipline.

The experiences of most of us associated with higher education would, I am

sure, tend to support the thesis that there signific- t differences among



faculty mem1.1 h-

of phy = 1 ethic ti

differences hot

related to the acade=mic

normally quite unlike instructors

n them tend to be diffuse. Thorough tins

fer however, are somewhat rare; And even more s_

ofessors

of such dif

e st-dieo that

examine the consequences of such differences, especially as these affect

the oducati e nal process, stude n institu integration of the

academic co -vanity,

In years of rapid growth and internal change orientational divisions

have also come to play important parts in the character of colleges. The

running battles that sre waged on many campuses between the Nmeatio-_ t_

and the " d mcs" area but one illustration. Similar conflicts take place

between "educationists and those in the "liberal oduc ation" groups; and be

"activists" and "traditionalists." Granted that such orientational

isms do not inevitably correspond to disciplinary boundaries, it still

grows from observation that each of the orientations is not randomly di

tributed among people in all corners of a campus. The proportion of faculty

with an "activist" orientation in departments of engineering, home econorics,

or business is ndoubtably much lower than one would find in sociology,

political science, or English. Similarly, one would not anticipate finding

many instructor_ with "academic" leanings in departments of industrial

technology, nor many "vocationalists" in departments of philosophy.

These general and almost co- on sense statements are based more upon

casual observation than careful and orderly analysis. Finither, those observa-

tions marely describe broad areas of difference, without making any attempt

to explain their origin or significance.



Them Aro at least good ransoris for singling out social sof_

as the central group for an analysis of th

the social sciences in A

First, tho significA

higher education has never been RreAter. Tna

strong intorest of tude the disciplines making up the social solo

has been demonstrated by the rapidly elTanding enrollments in dopartr lts

anthrop logy. psychology-, political science, sociology, history, geography,

ethnic studies, and even economic. the influence of profession

social scientists upon the present dent generation is well worth examining,

if for no other reason than its potential Hi'facts. Second, the general im

portance of the social sciences in the broad society has boon increasing and

this has bean reflected in the shaping of societal policy. Given this impact

it is helpful to be better aware of the characteristics of those at the core

of those sciences. Finally, for purposes of this paper social scientists wore

chosen as the focal group because I felt that such an ompha.is was appropriate

to a national convention of this sort and probably would be of more interest

than an analysis dealing with natural scientists or professors of education.

The data upon which th ema.inder of this discussion rests was collected

in two separate surveys of faculty members within the California State College

system. Each of the surveys was primarily concerned with the question of

faculty views on collective bargaining, but each was designed to yield a good

deal of information which could be examined for other purposes.

The first of the surveys was done in the Spring of 1968 and included a

fifty percent sample of the full time faculties of four northern eilifornia

State Colleges. The second study was much broader in scope, including admin

istrators as well as faculty, and the survey phase of the work eras done in

January. 1970.

In the 1968 survey a total of 1,106 professors wore sent a question

and of those 497 (approximately 45 percent) areplied with useable respons
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that the respondents were generally ropresentativo.

The ,totel sample for the 1970 survey numbered 1,500 faculty,

spensos to the mail qi

those surveyed. main, an analysis -f the rospondents indicated that along

the lines whore comparisons wild be made they were closely representative of

the sample.

Us

nn ire came from 635 Professors, or 56 per

tiled

ble re.

ent of

In brief, the data which will be pre _n n reasonably be assumed to

be accurate for the faculties of the California State Colleges. It is not

known, however, to what degree generalizations can be made from 1 population

of C.S.C. instructors to the overall community of faculty, it is because of

this that the present study does not attempt to set forth any statements with

broader applicability than the C.S.C.

It would be erroneous to say that there has ben no empirical work on

faculty cultures to use as a stepping off point for the analysis to follow.

Three studies have dealt with the issue, although each in somewhat different

ways. These are: 1. Lionel Lewis, "TWo Cultures: Some Empirical Findings",

Recor 48, Summer, 1967, 260.267; Charles Spaulding and Henry

Turner, "'Political Orientation and Field of Specialization Among College Pro

a ", Sociology_of_Education, 48, Surer, 1968, 247-262; and Jerry Gaff and

Robert Wilson, "Faculty Cultures and Interdisciplinary Studies", The Journal of

Hi Educationi 42, March, 1971, 186-201.

Drawing upon the conclusions of these studies one can begin with the folio

ing generalizations abut social scientists:

1. they tend to be more liberal and radical in their political views
than other faculty

2. along with professors in the hums they are more tolerant
and permissive regarding questions of student rights, campus ru]
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social ideological bent

of the social scientists is not aimed at "dropping out" or rebelling against the

powieel mec hanisms of the society*. but rather is-channellcd t -,rough the exist

political structure

This high affinity of social scientists for the Democratic party adds to

1-.00 of difference between Persons in the field and others, although in

r carpus behavior it probably mer

Scientists held by Other faculty.

T
work of Gaf_

The

ly reinforces the "leftist" image of

Filson and that Of Lewis ndicated that social

arc more h oriented than other faculty. Again the present

°roes this finding, Table 3 contains the findings on the point.

dative difference between natural and social scientists in their

is quite interesting. One would expect that given the heavy

upon ch in the phYaical and biological sciences professors in

fields would be among the most research oriented of college faculty.

Also, aeon the more liberal political leanings of social scentists one would

Antic11)a. te that they- would be more teaching oriented.

074t coltld be at work in producing these differences, of course

lootion in the coil go teaching career. That is the more research

al scientists might be me_

try where tell,- =financed
research facilities are available, or at

Prone to taking positions with govern-



leas may bn less likely to join stale college faculties, sine research

is le mniz.ed ess well supported outside of the a or universities.

In the instance of social ci.oritists no broad range of research options exist

outside of the academic world. In addition, even if such opperi. unities

available, given the political ideologies of most social scientists, they might

not be attractive . That is, the social scientist might be more likely to view

working for industry or the government in research as providing help to the

Establishment in its efforts tomaintain the status quo.

In any CaSer these differences in academic orientation coupled with those

cited befor

other field

The question cf general educational or

1968 and 1970 studies. The persons sampled

roe to further distinguish the social scientist from faculty in

a -ion was also pursued in the

asked to indicate their main

commitments in terms of six possibilities, ranging from.the area of education

generally to that of their academic discipline. Table 4 reports the responses

to this question.

It is interesting that in spite of other orientational and ideological

differences social scientists are quite close to the other fields in terms of

their Prime commitments. The table does, of coarse, demonstrate a number of

specific differences between persons in disciplinary areas, but overall social

scientists are vary close to the norm on these items. Especially within the

liberal arts fields there are high degrees of similarity among faculty.

Other lines of analysis were also followed in each of the studies, pa ou

larly on the question of satisfaction. Most of these did not yield any data

which votad distinguish social scientists from other professors. Social

scientists were essentially the same as other faculty in their satisfaction

with their discipline as a carew. choice, with college teaching as

and with their pr sent colleges. When further asked their assess n_- the



prosent quality of most college

higher or lower levels of catis
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on or di ssati =faction others.

When asked questions dealing with s.cndeJmic govorna

economic and social state of the profession of college toa,hi

did stand out. The proportion of soaial scientists diss

i.tration of their local colic-

thee current

al sciontis

the admin-

slightly higher than the norm,- ,not

d

significantly so. When th C.S.C. sample was asked, however, its satis` action

with governance at the statewide level, social scientists feud tee be the

most dissatisfied of all faculty groups. Again, they were closer in this view

to their colleagues in the liberal arts, but

9

Within that grouping the social

scientists stood out the least satisfied. This focusing of discontent on

the tat wide level probably reflects a greater awareness by professors in the

social science fields of the workings of government and the play of political

pressures at the statewide level of governance.

This unhappiness with statewide governance the Stta.te Colleges is also

seen in the higher percentages of social scientists (and faculty in the humani-

ties) who believe that greater militancy is necessary to deal with the problems

of college teachers. Sixty three percent of the social scientists, and sixty

seven percent of those in the humanities, endorsed the belief in greater mili-

tancy, compared to thirty eight percent of those in business, forty percent of

the respondents in engineering, and forty three percent of those in other pro-

fessional areas.

The dissatisfaction anei support for militancy is not aimless or diffuse.

Instructors in the social s the humanities) favor the establishment

of collective bargaining for faculty to a substantially greater degree than pro.

fessors in other fields. Seventy percent of the social scientists and seventy

two percent of humanities teachers support bargaining. For the sample as a
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faculty are given direction through available institu

str- tures in this instanees the to

k

Various studies of public school
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political, educ

hers can be traced in

part to the social backgrourAs of the people involved. To pursue this point

the social backgrounds of the faculty members were examined in terms of the

main occupation of their fathers. The results are provided in Table

Based upon this data it does not appear that social scientists differ

significantly from the average for professors as a whole. No markedly higher

proportion of social scientists come from manual or nonmanual backgrounds

than is true for most of the other groups. In fact, with only a few specific

expo tuns, most college profoss rrs tend to come from the various types of

social backgrounds in very similar proportions.

A further analysis in terms of the educational level of the faculty m

fathers also revealed little differences air ng them, To the extent that _ny one

group was especially distinguished in the analysis it was the engineers, ho

proved much more likely than other instructors to come from homes in which the

father had a college degree ( 62 percent as compared to 43 percent for the sample

a who
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The finding that professors in the various fields are quite similar in their

backgrounds in consistent with other research on college faculty - if not with

popular myths about professorial backgrounds. The consistency probably reflects

the presence of important variables in the processes of occupational selection

and socialization. That is, people who opt for careers in college-level teaching

probably hold similar values which override the differences between the disciplines

they choose. Also, these values are in turn quite likely to be the product of

particular kinds of i`atrd.ly and early childhool environments which survey data to

date has not tapped.

The very great import of graduate training cannot overlooked. During

graduate school years the person not only learne his field, he is exposed to in-

tense socialization into the perspectives and values of the discipline. In

addition he must demonstrate a commitment to these values. As a study of graduate

training has shown those etude ts who are successful in advanced programs are those

who achieve these ends while those who cannot or will not make the necessary

commitments do not finish the programs, (Saes Charles Wright, "Changes in the

Occupational Commitment of Graduate Sociology Students ", Sociolo nee Inquiry,

37, Winter, 1967, 55-62) Thus, the pr tictioners in anyy givemdiscipline being

those who were successful in mastering the graduate requirements, could be expected

to reveal high levels of similarity in educational, social, and political views.

The magnitude of advanced training is undoubtably groat f the data and

the interpretation given above are correct it proves more important than background

in shaping the orientations and attitudes of faculty mambo

Conclusions

The findings .of the present study are in agreement with earlier work on

the subject of faculty cultures, and they reinforce these previous findings.

The main distinguishing
characteristics of social scientists which emerge from

is work seem to be the general politicalesocialeeduoational on entation



they holds The orientation can be .-. -n as resting upon a single core co

liberality. The trait taken alone is hardly unique to pooplo In th a

p

sciences, but within those disciplines it assumes an importance well beyond its

role in the other fields.

Liberality is evidenced in the political domain by the party affiliations and

political ideologies of social science teachers. In the strict educational

it takes the form of high degrees of tolerance of student behavior ad one might

expect a greater flexibility in educational style. When profo _ional (employee)

issues are considered the liberality of the scientist appears in their

higher than average representation in the teachers union and in their marked

level of support for collective bargaining.

Interestingly, the basic educational views of social science professors are

not much different than those of other college teachers, save for the deeper

commitment to research on the oart of the social scientists. Further, with

regard to local campus governance social scientists aru only slightly more dis-

satisfied than other faculty. Indeed, such dissatisfactions as social scientists

hold are largely focused upon the statewide level of coordination and control

level whore political issues and ideology tend to play a very important role in

shaping educational policy.

Overall, the C.S.C. survey data undo cores the presence of and importance

of faculty cultures It also shows, however, that the lines along which faculty

schisms exist do not necessarily follow strict disciplinary boundaries. On the

matter of main educational orientation, for example, divisiona between duce-

tionists" and udisciplinaraians" appear within each of the faculty disciplinary

groupings.

It is possible that the "oduoation-di pline" division is more typical of

is colleges than other kinds of institutions of higher education. At the uni-

versity level, for example, one would anticipate that most pro e almost



totally co ±itod to their disciplines, while at community colleges one would

-pest much g orientations to education, State colleges, with their

traditions of being teacher training schools on the one hand, and their ambitions

to become universities on the other, 1 _t this duality in the orientations

prevalent among their facultie

in any case, social scientists arcs neither so different om other faculty

some may believe, nor are they simply the same as all other professors. The

concept of faculty cultu t be viewed as multi- dimensional, with the various

groupings aligning and separating depending upon the character of the problem or

issue at hand, Stated another way, faculties are much like society as seen from

the perspective of the political pluralist. Definite positions and poles exist

and these are not random. Yet, the clusters which form to constitute a faculty

culture on one kind of issue may be quite different than those which emerge on

a second type of question.

Needless to say a great deal mor rch is necessary before stronger

and clearer generalization: can be formulated on this subject. We can hypothe

size that the present effects of coherent faculty cultures are very strong -

in the impact they have upon students and in the integration of the schools

themselves. The liberality of social science instructors undoubtably affects

their students, much as the conservatism of business and engineering professors

affects their students, The extent-of this impact and its long-run consequences

however, remain to be studied, but it has undoubtably already been seen in short-

run terms in the higher oroportion of social science and humanities students who

active in student protest movements.

The current pross for educational innovation is dopendhnt in many ways upon

the nature and strength of faculty culture

of social scientists may make them more

In this area, however, the liberal

ive to change, but their ear h

orientation and their internal divisions in oclucatioil perspective, may mean that



only certain of innovations can be carried forward in their fields. It

also suggests, as Gaff and Wilson suggest in their article, that interdisciplinary

innovation is much more likely to succeed through the combination of certain

fields where the faculty cultures are similar than it is between areas where

these cultures are markedly different, They predict this would be true, even

though logic might imply interdisciplinary alliances along linos rather different

from those supported by a similarity in faculty culture.

Clearly, much more research,on faculty is called for. Studies of professors

and instructors in all --gments and types of institutions should be done. The

data presented in this paper reinforces lier findings, but also implies that

not only faculties not unitary, faculty cultures _ themselves shifting

and moving pho Additional work, drawing upon the pluralistic model

employed in the analysis of political processes would undoubtably prove fruitful

in adding to our understanding faculty cultures and thus..our understanding of

ourselves.
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